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REPLY TO EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



In response to the Examiner's Answer mailed July 23, 2006, Applicant 
respectfully requests consideration of the following remarks. 



REMARKS 



Appellant is filing this reply to the Examiner's Answer to clarify Appellant's 
statements made in the Appeal Brief filed October 17, 2005. In particular, Appellant is 
responding to only to the Examiner's interpretation of Cheng (see I and II below). These 
arguments presented in no way detract from Appellant's original arguments presented in 
the Appeal Brief. 

I 

A. In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner asserts Appellant's arguments that 
Cheng specifically states that "neither the web server nor the HAVi device have to be 
modified for the bridge to work" and that Cheng's glue layers "execute on other systems 
also connected to the HAVi network" are not based on a limitation of Appellant's claims. 
Appellant respectfully disagrees. 

Cheng discloses that the prior art required modification of Internet Protocol (IP) 
or Home Audio Video Initiative (HAVi) devices in order to facilitate communication 
between IP and HAVi networks (Cheng, paragraph 0009). In contrast to the prior art, 
Cheng states that it is an object of the invention to avoid modifying existing 
communication means of an IP device or HAVi device in order to communicate between 
the two devices (Cheng, paragraph 0010). Furthermore, Cheng's web server is an IP 
device (Cheng, Figure 2, paragraphs 0023-0024). 

Appellant's independent claims 1 and 33 recite an IP device that communicates 
with a HAVi device using an application programming interface compliant with the 
HAVi protocol. Similarly, Appellant's claim 29 recites an IP device that communicates 
with a home audio/video network device through a dedicated home audio/video network 
protocol. Thus, Appellant's IP device uses a non-IP protocol to communicate with the 
home audio/video network (or HAVi) device. Therefore, Appellant claims a modified IP 
device to communicate with the home network audio/video device. In contrast, Cheng's 
IP device communicates with the HAVi device through a separate bridge without 
modification of either the IP or HAVi device. Accordingly, Appellant's arguments are 
based on limitations of the claims. 
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B. The Examiner further asserts that Appellant's arguments regarding Cheng's 
avoiding IP/HAVi device modification and Cheng's glue layers are not substantiated by 
Cheng. Appellant respectfully disagrees. As per above, it is the object of Cheng to avoid 
modifying either the web server or the HAVi device in order for the two devices 
communicate with each other. Moreover, Cheng discloses that the web server and HAVi 
device communicate via the separate bridge (Cheng, Figure 2, paragraphs 0023-0024). 
Thus, Appellant's statements are substantiated by Cheng. 



II 

In addition, the Examiner characterizes Appellant's argument that Cheng that 
teaches away from locating the proxy on web server 180 as a "mere disclosure of more 
than one alternative" which does not constitute "a teaching away because the alternatives 
do not ... discourage the solution claimed." (Examiner's Answer, p. 12) Appellant 
respectfully disagrees. As per above, it is the object of Cheng to avoid modifying the web 
server in order for the web server to communicate with the HAVi device. Thus, Cheng 
discourages modifying the web server. Therefore, Cheng does teach away from locating 
the claimed proxy on a web server as per Appellant's argument. 

Accordingly, Appellant respectfully submits that Appellant's arguments are based 
the limitations of the claims and substantiated by Cheng. Moreover, Appellant 
spectfully submits that Cheng does teach away as per Appellant's argument above. 



on 

re: 



SUMMARY 

Claims 1-32 are currently pending. In view of the foregoing and remarks, 
Appellant respectfully submits that the pending claims are in condition for allowance. 
Appellant respectfully requests the Board to remove the Examiner's objection and allow 

the pending claims. 

If the Examiner determines the prompt allowance of these claims could be 
facilitated by a telephone conference, the Examiner is invited to contact Eric Replogle at 
(408) 720-8300 x258. 
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